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QUIDAM NARSEUS ? 
À NOTE ON THE MISSION OF ST. NERSES THE GREAT 


Of the multiple problems which beset the investigator of Armenia 
in the fourth century, one of the lesser, if persistent, puzzles has been 
the embassy of the Armenian primate, St. Nersés the Great, to the court 
of the Byzantine emperor. What was the purpose and scope and even 
the date of this mission ? Such questions are undoubtedly intrinsically 
minor, but their solution would clarify the larger problem of the dis- 
puted chronology of Nersés’ pontificate and the still more general tangle 
of Armeno - Byzantine relations in the middle of the fourth century. The 
purpose of the present note is to review the evidence and suggest a pos- 
sible source of assistance on the lesser issues without attempting to deal 
here with the broader aspects of the problem. Since most of the contro- 
versy over the career of St. Nersés derives from the unsatisfactory nature 
of the Armenian sources, a brief survey of their confused and contra- 
dictory presentation may not be amiss at this point '. 

The most detailed account of the embassy is found in Book IV of 


1. To my knowledge, there is no special study of St. Nersés’ mission, but the 
problem has repeatedly been considered as part of the analysis of the patri- 
arch’s life, and of Armeno- Byzantine relations in this period. See in parti- 
cular: M. ORMANIAN, Azgapatoum (Constantinople, 1911), I, pp. 163 sqq.; J. 
MARKWART, «Untersuchungen zur Geschichte von Eran, 5. Zur Kritik des Faus- 
tos von Byzanz », Philologus, LV (1896), and Die Entstehung der armenischen 
Bistiimer, J. Messina ed. (Rome, 1932), pp. 223-233; N. H. BAYNES, « Rome and 
Armenia in the Fourth Century », Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (London, 
1955), pp. 186-208 [Reprinted from the English Historical Review, XXV (1910), 
pp. 625-643]; P. PEETERS, « Le début de la persécution de Sapor d’aprés Fauste 
de Byzance », Recherches d'histoire et de philologie orientale (Bruxelles, 1951), 
I, pp. 59-77 [Reprinted from the Revue des études arméniennes, I (1920-1921), 
pp. 15-33], and « L'intervention politique de Constance II dans la Grande 
Arménie, en 338», Recherches d'histoire et de philologie orientale (Bruxelles, 
1951), I, pp. 222-250 [Reprinted from the Bulletin de l’Académie royale de Bel. 
gique, Classe des Lettres, XVII (1931), pp. 10-47]. For the Byzantino - Persian 
negotiations of 356-358, see G. B. PIGHI, « Novi studi ammianei. iv. La questione 
orientale nel 358», Pubblicazioni della Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, 
series V, vol. XXI (Milan, 1936), pp. 131-218. 

Throughout this paper, the term « patriarch » is used in its general, non- 
technical sense, to designate the chief bishop of Armenia later known as 
katotikos. The term « orthodox» is restricted here to the narrow sense of 
Athanasian or Anti-Arian. 
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Paüstos Biuzand’s History of Armenia?, whose narrative is, however, 
disfigured by a number of interpolations drawn from the life of St. 
Basil of Caesarea, which intrude into the text and confuse its chrono- 
logy °. According to Patistos, Nersés’ embassy took place fairly early in 
the reign of Argak II (350-367/8)*, and the reason for the mission was 
the king’s desire to renew the treaty of friendship linking Armenia and 
the Romans. Escorted by an imposing retinue of Armenian magnates, 
Nersés set out for the Byzantine court and was received with fitting 
honours by the emperor « Valens ». The ambassadors eventually returned 
home laden with gifts and accompanied by the nephews of the Armen- 
ian king, Gnel and Tirit, who had hitherto been held as hostages by 
the Romans, but without the patriarch who had been banished by the 
emperor. The shadow cast over the otherwise successful mission stems 
from extraneous interpolations which include: St. Nersés’ refusal to cure 
the Emperor’s child because his mortal illness was due to his father’s 
Arian heresy; « Valens’» vindictive refusal to dismiss Nersés honour- 
ably together with the other Armenian ambassadors, and the patriarch’s 
nine year exile to a desert island on which he is joined by the orthodox 
clergy; a retaliatory expedition of Arëak II against the Empire, which 
devastates the territory of Caesarea and Ancyra; and finally, St. Nersés’ 
miraculous survival and return to Armenia after « Valens’» equally su- 
pernatural death. According to this version, the Armenian prince Gnel 
was murdered at the instigation of king Arëak after Nersés’ embassy, 
as was the king’s imperial bride Olympias, whom a second mission had 
brought to Armenia 5. 

A far less satisfactory account, heavily indebted to Patistos, or to 


2. Patistos Biuzand [Faustus of Byzantium], Patistos Biuzandaëi patmoutiun 
Hayoë [History of Armenia], 4th ed. (Venice, 1933), IV, v-vi, xi. The account 
of Nerés’ mission is given twice with slight variations. 

3. See below, n. 13. 

4. In this Note, as in my other study of Armenia in the Fourth Century, « Poli- 
tique ou orthodoxie ? L’Arménie au quatrième siècle», Revue des études ar- 
méniennes, new ser., IV (1967), I have followed the chronology of H. MANAN- 
DIAN, Knnakan tesoutyun Hay Zotovrdi patmoutyan [Critical Analysis of the 
History of the Armenian People], (Erevan, 1957), II, i, rather than the revision 
of the Armenian chronology proposed by Baynes and followed by Peeters 
and Stein. 

According to Patistos Biuzand, FB, IV, iiv, Aršak II’s accession was fol- 
lowed by a re-organization of Armenian administration which included the 
designation of a new primate taken from the Gregorid house. After his elec- 
tion, Nersés went to be consecrated at Caesarea of Cappadocia, and upon his 
return, extended the pattern of reforms to the Armenian Church, before as- 
suming the leadership of the royal embassy. 

5. Ibid., IV, xv. Patistos asserts that the bringing of Olympias was a separate 
undertaking entrusted to different envoys, «Uym fppke hfti fp bu ng pubqnyy 
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a related source, is included in the tenth century Life of St. Nersés °. Here 
too, we meet the Basilian interpolations, but the chronological sequence 
of events has been reversed. The murder of Gnel now precedes the first 
embassy which brought Olympias to Argak II’, and her death is in turn 
the immediate cause of the patriarch’s mission. Infuriated by his « sis- 
ter’s » murder, the Emperor attacked Armenia, and only then, at the 
supplication of Arëak supported by the bishops of his realm, did Nersés 
set out, together with a somewhat different escort, to pacify the Romans 
and renew the treaty of alliance. The description of the mission then 
follows Patistos’ version in the main, although the author of the Life 
occasionally garbles his source: the council responsible for the depor- 
tation of Nersés’ orthodox companions has been forgotten, the exile re- 
duced from nine years to nine months, the liberation of the Armenian 
hostages as a result of the embassy necessarily omitted, since the most 
distinguished among them, prince Gnel, was presumably long since dead. 
Finally, Aršak’s presumed expedition against the Empire now reached 
as far as Chrysopolis, « Valens » died as the result of the Armenian pa- 
triarch’s supernatural intervention, and the emperor « Theodosius » sent 
Nersés home after honouring him at the Council of Constantinople in 
381. 

The final version of the events given in the History of Armenia 
of Movsés Xorenaëi seems derived from a slightly different tradition 
which at first ignores the irrelevant Basilian material. Xorenaëi also dis- 
tinguishes two embassies, but assigns them both to St. Nersés. The first, 
early in ArSak’s reign, resulted from the king’s contemptuous treatment 
of a letter from the emperor « Valentinian », which provoked the execu- 
tion of the king’s brother Trdat by the Romans and their attack of 
Armenia. This mission made peace with the Emperor, paid him the long 
overdue Armenian taxes, and obtained numerous benefits: honours for 


ytfine frp, wnmpbug (pyuh gephfph Bnvig, ke foligphug Suds whmf hh fe qurgub— 
pelt nS PE gga, gh who bp bape flyrduyho: Incidentally, this characteri- 
zation of Olympias, the sponsa of the emperor Constans, as a woman « from 
the imperial household », is the one which agrees with the evidence of classical 
historians. Cf. Ammianus Marcellinus, The Surviving Books of the History, 
J. C. Rolfe, ed. and trans. (London-Cambridge, Mass., 1950), XX, xi, 13; and 
below nn. 7-8. 

6. « Yatags zarmiè Srboyn Grigori Hayoë LusatiorSi eŭ patmoutiun Srboyn Ner- 
sisi Hayoë hayrapeti [Concerning the Descendents of St. Gregory the Illumi- 
nator of Armenia and History of St. Nersés Patriarch of Armenia», SoperR 
Haykakank (Venice, 1853), VI, viii. [Hereafter, Life]. 

7. Ibid., vii-viii. There is no mention of Gnel’s sojourn as a hostage at the imperial 
court, and Olympias has become the sister of « Valens», but the separate 
mission which brought her to ArSak II is duly noted, <¢--- Ge wpguyh Up gush 
bobos quinkyre Ppl bep [Punwidbiding), wnwpE p Bnjèu ku bun phphy bep hhi genie 
Buqgacap fi ughufs npred minii bp Nanduh,...s: | 
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Nersés himself, the freeing of the Armenian hostages, among them 
Trdat’s son Gnel, placated by a grant of the consular insignia, and the 
sending of an imperial bride, Olympias, to the Armenian king. The se- 
cond embassy followed the murders of Gnel and Olympias, as well as 
the death of « Valentinian ». Faced with simultaneous attacks from Sa- 
pur II and « Valens», and with internal rebellions as well, Argak II 
again sent Nersés with a conciliatory letter, the Armenian tribute, and 
a number of distinguished hostages including his own heir, prince Pap °. 
This petition was accepted by the Roman general « Theodosius », 


... but Valens without reading the letter, and without seeing 
Nersés the Great, ordered him to be deported, and all the exiles 
to be put to the sword "°. 


This version then closes with St. Nersés’ eight months’ exile for his or- 
thodoxy, Valens’ death at Andrinople, and Nersés’ presence at the Cons- 
tantinopolitan Council of 381 ''. 

Thus, in summary, all versions agree on two, rather than one, 
embassies concerned in some way with peace negotiations, taxes, hos- 
tages, and an imperial bride for Armenia. But, for Patistos, the envoys 
sent for Olympias are anonymous and follow Nersés’ mission which had 
reaffirmed the Armeno -Roman treaty and liberated the hostages; the 
Life of St. Nersës makes the anonymous Olympias embassy precede the 
peace mission of the patriarch and forgets Gnel and his companions; 
while Movsés Xorenaëi interestingly mentions the problem of Armenian 
taxes, includes the negotiations for Olympias’ marriage in Nersés’ first 
embassy, and adds a second unsuccessful mission by the patriarch, now 
accompanied by a new group of hostages. What, then, is to be done with 
the discrepancies of these narratives ? 

To be sure, a number of difficulties have already been cleared from 
our path. Baynes reiterated more than half a century ago that, 


... the name of Valens has been substituted in several cases 
for that of Constantius, and..., since Faustus mentions no em- 
peror by name except Constantine the Great and Valens, his 
chronology has been greatly obscured ?, 


8. Movsés Xorenaëi, Patmoutiun Hayoé [History of Armenia], 2nd ed. (Venice, 
1865), III, xxi. 

9. Ibid. III, xxi-xxix. 

10. Ibid., ITI, xxix, «bul Yagqhe ng qPnegPh ptpPkpgkwj, be ng birku gfhdt Vhpuku. mgr 
pug h pang wpm by épuré qow, bi qud bhwjh Jinupwbghoh upaj duuwkyy: 

11. Ibid., III, xxx, xxxiii. 

12. BAYNES, Rome and Armenia, p. 187. Whereas I agree entirely that « Valens » 
is to be identified with the emperor Constantius in this episode, I have not 
followed the chronology proposed by Baynes, as I indicated above, see n. 4. 
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and that the episode of Nersés’ refusal to heal the Emperor’s son is an 
interpolation taken from the life of St. Basil of Caesarea ‘*. The chrono- 
logical impossibility of contact between St. Nersés and Theodosius I, 
or of the presence of the Armenian patriarch at the Council of 381, has 
been underscored by Garitte '*. Nevertheless, numerous questions still 
remain unanswered, chief among them the date of Nersés’ mission or 
missions. 

The problem of the number of the patriarch’s embassies is rela- 
tively easily solved. All the Armenian sources speak of two embassies, 
but only Movsés Xorenaëi associates Nersés’ name with both, and his 
account bears clear marks of anachronism and confusion in the second 
case: Theodosius the Great makes another dubious appearance; Arëak's 
letter entrusted to the patriarch is addressed to « Valens », whose reign 
does not coincide with that of Argak II, and to « Valens’ son » Gratian! 
Unexplained hostages are executed, and prince Pap, who was a welcome 
refugee at the imperial court after his father’s down-fall, is represented 
as a hostage '°. Movsés may have confused Pap’s flight to the Empire, 
followed by the Armenian embassy of 367/8 requesting his restoration 
and addressed to the real Valens, with the earlier mission of St. Nersés 
to « Valens » - Constantius, of which we have an echo in the otherwise 
incomprehensible deportation of Nersés during his second journey '*. 


13, MARKWART, Untersuchungen, p. 220; BAYNES, Rome and Armenia, pp. 187- 
188; PEETERS, La persécution de Sapor, p. 67; MANANDIAN, Critical History, 
II, i, p. 159, n. 3. 

14. G. GARITTE, La narratio de rebus armeniae (Louvain, 1952), pp. 74-75. 

15. MX, HI, xxix, «Pong fh Upewury an Lugka: 

Upauh wyppuy Lung chsag ke mbes bwfuupupp wpufkub ghia, mbunt 
Phpact fphauhar fp Yugkub Uegrunmnul, be opqerg goed pumbubnuf fous +++ 
Rugg be ma qop Buchu bp fb, chs fh Vépuhuh, mqushp Ph phg myfumpSpu dh- 
qu gh py ag mnbnig géuphot be qopeh Urenku quy Swhghpå aed Bion jh ous fp qu gt 
npyende yuinwhgu, br purinayy: 

For Pap’s volutary flight to the Empire, cf. FB, IV, lv, and for the young 
prince’s favourable reception by the Emperor, AM, XXVII, xii, 9sqq. 

16. It should be noted that Movsés tends to attribute all the events of this period 
to the intervention of St. Nersés. Thus, MX, III, xxxvi, he has Nersés requesting 
the emperor « Theodosius » to set Pap back on the Armenian throne, whereas 
FB, V, i, assigns this initiative to an embassy led by the future Sparapet, Muÿet 
Mamikonean, and shows Nersés reluctantly returning to the Armenian court 
only after Pap’s accession, elle... Waeshy mph Wenig Ængnbwg qu Et ju 
wqmmuqnobg Puppet Pagkage es be sq Sunt bpd hnpop wn Pugucnph Baring: 

o be þqgpkmg p lagu phe au qayeg flr Uprahwy Purpueng f fb pag Zugang mous fa: 
Pts Puquenps Brig Puwgwenphyngg qhu qapyfh Upgehag b epey wifouréfi 
duyng, napuha ke fergpkung wu f wuih: o 

Vu Pret Pugmienph Quy kp faye Smwuwbkp poly ghypulagnuybins VEpuku 
Smwbqgbpå momquijbnfh Zugangs wqmgkp qhu, gh Sup wgng adEugh oqinh fupmmne 
wu Sin py be fol pkagk beu fushi bag: Yups Sbb Supe Sugpo Swewbbgnegfh qius 
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Since other Armenian missions are not our concern for the moment, 
the indication of the sources seems to be that Nersës represented his 
king at the Byzantine court only once, and that relatively early in the 
reign of Aršak II and in his own pontificate. 

The date of St. Nersés’ embassy is, however, far more difficult 
to determine. Baynes argued that the patriarch’s journey took place as 
early as 341, and that his subsequent exile together with that of the 
orthodox clerics was the result of the Antiochene Council in Encaenis 
held in the same year. He further suggested that the marriage of Olym- 
pias,which followed the embassy, took place in 354, and that the quaes- 
tor Taurus had been the lady’s escort on her bridal journey '’. Markwart 
postulated a date of 357 for the marriage '®, and Manandian prudently 
opted for the period 353-357 for both marriage and mission '®. Baynes’ 
date is predicated on his acceptance of Patistos’ assertion that the pa- 
triarch’s mission had ended in a nine year exile, and on his setting of 
Nersés’ consecration at Caesarea in 339-340 7°. His conclusions here re- 
main, nevertheless, open to question. A consecration of St. Nersés as 
early as 340 would crowd the Armenian patriarchal chronology beyond 
the realm of the possible ?', and would force the new patriarch to set 
out for the Empire almost immediately upon his return from Caesarea, 
whereas the Armenian sources first grant him time for the reorganiza- 
tion of the Armenian Church, the foundation of monastic establishments, 
and the calling of the Council of Aëtisat ??. Because of the difficulties 
involved in the chronological problem, it is perhaps best approached 


bp Puy her phg deo f pubuh wppnikhe gh poenepg Fudwtwh pe p Parone bh phkjny 
Ohh she push duduuuh Paquin parkas Qury ng bp kp Pb bu f poral perc py: 
The Life of St. Nersés, i, in this case agrees with Movsés, but its evidence 
is usually so garbled that it usually can be safely disregarded. 
I will show subsequently that the references to Armenian taxes in both 

Argak’s letter and the account of Nersés’ second mission indicate that this 
passage is concerned with events antedating 358-359. Finally the execution of 
the otherwise unknown exiles seems to be a reference to the death of Gnel’s 
father Trdat already mentioned by Movsés at an earlier point in his narrative, 
MX, III, xxi. The exiles themselves, as distinct from hostages, may be those 
mentioned by Julian in his « Panegyric in Honour of the Emperor Constantius », 
xx-xxi, The Works of the Emperor Julian, W. C. Wright, ed. and trans. (London - 
Cambridge, Mass., 1913), I, p. 52/3, as I hope to show in a later article. All of 
these anachronisms point to a single mission, and that, at a relatively early 
date in Nersés’ patriarchate. 

17. BAYNES, Rome and Armenia, pp. 190-193. 

18. MARKWART, Entstehung, pp. 223-224. 

19. MANANDIAN, Critical History, IL, i, p. 160. 

20. BAYNES, Rome and Armenia, pp. 187, 190-191. 

21. See above n. 4. I will return to the question of Armenian fourth century chro- 
nology in a subsequent article. 

22. FB, V, iv; Life, vi; and particularly MX, III, xx. 
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through a clarification of Nersés’ nine year banishment with which the 
Armenian sources conclude their account of his mission. 

Paüstos’ account is particularly incoherent at this point and shows 
signs of hasty and awkward compilation: Nersés alone is responsible 
for the death of the Emperor’s son, yet he is incomprehensibly accom- 
panied in his exile by a large group of orthodox churchmen after a coun- 
cil which is so evidently out of place in the description of an embassy 
that both Movsés and the Life of St. Nersés prefer to forget it altoge- 
ther °. The dependence of the Armenian sources here on a thoroughly 
hagiographic tradition is evident from both the miraculous survival of 
the confessors after their deportation to an uninhabited island, and the 
equally supernatural causes usually given for « Valens’ » death **. It is 
consequently instructive to note the company kept by the tale of the 
Emperor’s sick child in the Greek ecclesiastical sources which serve as 
a foundation for the Armenian version of the story. In all the Byzantine 
accounts, this episode appears as a part of the stories of orthodox per- 
secutions by Valens in the period following his return to Antioch in 
372°. It is particularly interesting that some of these persecutions take 
the form of banishment to an island often followed by supernatural 
manifestations 7°. In other words, Patistos seems to have interpolated 


23. MX, III, xxx; Life, viii. The abrupt introduction of Macedonius and his hetero- 
dox beliefs into the story of Nersés’ second embassy and deportation suggests 
that Movsés is likewise changing sources at this point. 

24. Cf. PEETERS, La persécution de Sapor, p. 241. Only MX, III, xxxiii, has Valens 
die at Andrinople in accordance with the historical evidence. 

25. Socrates Scholasticus, « Ecclesiastical History», MPG, LXVII, IV, xv-xxvi; 
Sozomenus, « Ecclesiastical History », Ibid., VI, x-xxi; Theodoret of Cyr, Kir- 
chengeschichte, 2nd ed., F. Scheidweiler ed. (Leipzig, 1954), IV, xii-xxx. 

26. Cf. Soc., IV xxiv: the deportation of Egyptian monks to an island exclusively 
inhabited by heathens and demons; Soz., VI, xiv: eighty Nicomedian confes- 
sors burned with the shfp bearing them into exile, xx: the deportation of the 
Egyptian monks already found in Socrates; Theod. Cyr., IV, xvi: the depor- 
tation of Barses of Edessa to an island, xxi: the episode of the Egyptian monks, 
xxii: the deportation of orthodox clerics without any of the means of subsis- 
tance. All of these tales are found in very close proximity to that of St. Basil 
and the Emperor’s child. : 

The Armenian versions seem to have combined the theme of the island 
exile with that of the inhuman denial of all the necessities of life to the con- 
fessors. It is tempting to speculate whether the Armenian authors deliberately 
altered the Greek version of the popular tale of the banishment of the Egyptian 
monks to «... an island where there were no Christian inhabitants », e. g. Soc., 
IV, xxiv, into an island which was «... a desert and waterless place, where 
there was no green plant, nor any root, nor anything else necessary to mankind, 
but only rock, and stony sand; and there was no path to it, nor any calling of 
ships », FB, IV, vi, in order to stress the suffering of the confessors. The various 
Armenian versions themselves show signs of gradual embellishment: MX, III, 
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into his narrative of Nersés’ embassy not only the child episode drawn 
from the life of St. Basil, but also some of the elements from the per- 
secution of orthodox confessors which accompany it in the Greek 
sources. The inclusions of Nersés’ exile into his mission is consequently 
purely fortuitous and part of the pseudo-Valentian - pseudo-Basilian 
setting designed to stress the orthodoxy of the saint and his rightful 
place in the company of confessors and martyrs. Significantly, Movsés 
Xorenaëi, following a different tradition from Paüstos, at first avoids 
this erroneous association and allows Nersés to return in peace from his 
earlier imperial embassy, and introduces the patriarch’s deportation only 
in another, if equally confused, context ?’. 

Nevertheless, as I have attempted to show elsewhere, St. Nersés’ 
place among the persecuted orthodox bishops was entirely deserved”’, and 
indeed, stripped of its supernatural paraphernalia, the patriarch’s nine 
year exile becomes entirely acceptable historically once it is replaced in 
the proper chronological setting from which it has been extracted by the 
hagiographers. Nersés’ preeminence and avowed orthodoxy made him a 
likely target for Arian persecution, but the period into which his tribula- 
tions have been thrust by association with the tales of the Greek sources 
is much too late to be correct. By 372, Arëak II was dead and the pa- 
triarch would follow him in the next year; the very end of Nersés’ pon- 
tificate is hardly suited for royal missions or long exiles, nor does it 
agree with the evidence of the Armenian sources. Moreover, no great 
council prefaced Valens’ repressive measure, and yet, the calling of such 
a council preceding the deportation of Nersés and his colleagues must 
have been part of the historical evidence, or Patistos would not have 
thrust such an irrelevant detail into his account of the embassy. Baynes’ 
date of 341, when Constantius, at the very beginning of his reign, was 
still restrained from wholesale persecution by fear of his orthodox 
brother Constans, seems no more suitable ?°. But what could be more 
fitting than the year 359-360 which provides both for great Arianizing 


xxx, merely says that the ship bearing the exiles was wrecked by a storm on 
a desert island and that the survivors ate roots and fish washed up on the 
shore; FB, IV, v-vi, makes the stranding of the exiles on the island a piece of 
deliberate imperial persecution, gives St. Nersés’ prayers as the direct cause 
for the providential throwing up of fish and wood by the sea, and adds both 
miraculous water and heavenly fire; the Life, viii, generously adds salt to the 
supplies. 

27. MX, IT, xxi, «[bbpobe] Neng koku, be h Swim Pfc gPmquenph pupthu, Shsuph 
E brogaibh yoye bu be quyunnminul flig pba, woke be pala: 

28. See my article, Politique ou ortohdoxie ? 

29. E. STEIN, Histoire du Bas-Empire, J-R. Palanque éd. (Paris, 1959), I, p. 135; 
G. BARDY in A. Fliche and V. Martin, Histoire de l'Eglise (Paris, 1935), III, pp. 
121 sqq. No orthodox persecution followed the Council of 341. 
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councils, at Rimini - Seleucia and Constantinople, and for the subse- 
quent massive deportation of opposing bishops?*° Such a date agrees 
with Patistos’ and Movsés’ accounts of Nersés’ presence at court at the 
time of the murder of Gnel, which took place on 29 August 359 °', of his 
absence at the time of that of Olympias, who cannot have died before 
360-361 ?, and it gives a hiatus of exactly nine years between the de- 
parture of Nersés from the royal court after Gnel’s murder and his reap- 
pearance to support the new king Pap in 368-369 °°. Hence, an exile for 
Nersës ca. 359 fits perfectly with the existing evidence, and, since it is 
always given as later than the patriarch’s mission, it provides a terminus 
ad quem for this event. 


Since the version of Movsés Xorenaëi proved closer to historical 
accuracy in its separation of the patriarch’s exile from his embassy, a 
further examination of its evidence may prove profitable in our search 
for the date of Nersés’ journey **. Two items on which Movsés differs 
from the other two sources are of particular interest here: he is the 
only one to refer to Armenian taxes or tribute in connexion with the 
embassy, and to associate the marriage negotiations with the mission 
which confirmed the peace with the Empire and freed the hostages **. 


30. BARDY, loc. cit., pp. 161-182. J. DANIELOU et al, Nouvelle Histoire de l'Eglise 
(Paris, 1963), I, pp. 302-303. 

31. MARKWART, Entstehung, pp. 231, 233. 

32. AM. XX, xi, 3, « [Aršak] obligatus gratiarum multiplici nexu Constantio, inter 
quas illud potius excellebat, quod Olympiada (Ablabi filiam), praefecti quon- 
dam praetorio, ei copulaverat coniugem sponsam fratris sui Constantis ». This 
comment which refers to Arëak's Cappadocian visit to Constantius in 360 seems 
most unlikely if the lady were already dead. Indeed, it is probable that no 
harm befell Olympias before the death of Constantius in November 361. Inci- 
dentally, the exile of Nersés between 359 and 368 provides an explanation for 
his absence from the Council of Antioch of 363, at which the mysterious bishop 
Isaac signed in the name of Greater Armenia. 

33. MX, III, xx-xxiv; FB, IV, xv, V, i, see above n. 16 for the text; Life, vii-viii. 

34. Despite a certain degree of confusion which probably derives from the com- 
pilatory nature of the account, Movsés’ version seems to show numerous indi- 
cations of authenticity, or at least of acquaintance with imperial documents: 
The account of Valens’ death is historically correct and devoid of supernatural 
manifestations; his version of Olympias name « Nyrfyhmmmy» is closer to 
the classical form than FB, IV, xv « Aqutyf»; Movsés alone cites correspon- 
dence, even where he garbles the salutation, MX, III, xix, xxix; and his refe- 
rence to Armenian exiles living at the Byzantine court, Ibid., III, xxix, may 
well be an echo of those mentioned by Julian’s Panegyric, xx-xxi, as I noted 
above, see n. 16. 

35. MX, HI, xxi, «++ Upouke.. mnmpk pup wnu Gap [Pkagouf] qibdi Vépolu. kr f 
Sma fel fing Puy, mwg hr qfournpurikuy Suphuh, be ywyjbun uuinmwpugop pie 
bps bol ompduké qthdt Vépubu: Neng bp feb be h Sugar Ppt yfguenph yup dt bay, 
Pbsupp p agubh yayds bm be qyumubguh fubephug wane be qunbuy: Ge haju WE 
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From this information it is clear that Nersés’ journey to the imperial 
court cannot be dated later than 358. In that year Arëak II received from 
the emperor Constantius a grant of tax immunity for himself and for 
his house which would make subsequent payments of the Armenian 
taxes impossible. The same year must also be assigned to Olympias’ mar- 
riage to the Armenian king **. On the basis of this evidence, the chro- 
nology now falls satisfactorily into place: St. Nersés came to Constan- 
tius in 358 to re-confirm the existing alliance and bearing the required 
tribute from Armenia; he was well received, and indeed loaded with 
benefits among which the most important, as Ammianus Marcellinus 
observed, was the promise of a bride who would make the Armenian 
king part of the imperial household, and a gracious remission of taxes 
for the new bridegroom *’. As the Armenian sources indicate, Olympias 
probably did not set out at once, but was escorted by a later embassy, 
whereas Nersés returned home together with Gnel and the Armenian 
hostages. The patriarch was consequently back in Armenia in time to 
witness Gnel’s murder in the summer of 359, but his banishment, or 
withdrawal from the court, prevented his seeing the catastrophe which 
engulfed Olympias soon after 360. The irony of the situation whereby 
the rapprochement of Argak with the Arianizing court of Constantius 
successfully negotiated by Nersés resulted in the patriarch’s own fall 
from favour may well have led later ecclesiastical writers, exalting Ner- 
sés’ orthodoxy in the light of his subsequent « martyrdom », to simplify 
the story and assert that the patriarch’s mission had ended in his long 
exile. 


One more piece of evidence may perhaps be brought here to sup- 
port the dating of Nersés’ journey based on the Armenian material. In 
his discussion of the extended negotiations between Rome and Persia 
initiated by the pretorian prefect of the East Musonianus, and the Persian 
viceroy Tamsapor, Ammianus Marcellinus reports, 


wha Narduhauqe, guggk uguép, hhh mbk Uppmlagy: Cf. Ibid., III, xxix and n. 
15 for the text. 

36. On both these points, see my article, Politique ou orthodoxie ?, nn. 30-33. 

37. See above n. 31 for Ammianus’ text. Constantius’ decree granting tax immu- 
nity to ArSak is included in the Theodosian Code, Codex Theodosianus, Th. 
Mommsen ed. (Berlin, 1905), XI, i, 1; cf. L. S. KOGEAN, Hayoé eketeci [The 
Armenian Church] (Beirut, 1961), p. 114. 

Baynes’ suggestion, Rome and Armenia, p. 193, that Taurus’ mission must 
have been to accompany Olympias on her wedding journey needs not be the 
only explanation. The year 354 marked both the downfall of Gallus and the 
threatening incursion of Nohodares in Osroene, AM, XIV, iii, and consequently 
provided numerous reasons for the presence of an important imperial mission 
in the East. 
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In the consulship of Datianus and Cerealis [358], ... the 
king of Persia was still encamped in the confines of the frontier 
tribes; ... he was on the point of returning to his own territo- 
ries, when he received Tamsapor’s letter, stating that the Roman 
emperor begged and entreated for peace. Therefore, imagining 
that such a step would not be attempted unless the fabric of 
the empire were weakened, he swelled with still greater pridé, 
embraced the name of peace and proposed hard conditions; and 
dispatching one Narseus with gifts as his envoy, he sent a letter 
to Constantius, the tenor of which, as we have learned, was as 
follows °°: 


He then includes the purported texts of Šapur II’s letter and of Cons- 
tantius’ haughty reply, and relates the dismissal of the ambassadors, 
followed almost immediately by the sending of a Roman mission which 
likewise failed to achieve any objective. Finally, a second mission was 
sent to Persia with no more success °°. The coming of the Persian em- 
bassy headed by Narseus was also noted by Petrus Patricius, 


Under Constantius envoys came from Persia, the leader of 
this embassy, Narses, tempered the harshness of the letters he 
was bringing by the extreme gentleness of his manner, and he 
proferred them for public reading *°, 


and a reminiscence of it was preserved in the Chronicle of Zonaras *'. 
The date of this mission’s arrival at Constantinople is know with pre- 


38. AM, XVII, v, 1-2, « Datiano et Cereali consulibus, ... rex Persarum in confiniis 
agens adhuc gentium extimarum, ... rediturus ad sua, Tamsaporis scripta 
suscepit, pacem Romanum principem nuntiantis poscere precativam. Ideoque 
non nisi infirmato imperii robore temptari talia suspicatus, latius semet ex- 
tentans, pacis amplectitur nomen, et condiciones proposuit graves, missoque 
cum muneribus Narseo quodam legato, litteras ad Constantium dedit nusquam 
a genuino fastu declinans, quarum hunc fuisse accepimus sensum ». 


39. Ibid., XVII, v, 15, « Hanc legationem nullo impetrato remissam, — ... post 
paucissimos dies secutus est Prosper comes et Spectatus tribunus, et notarius 
itemque Eustathius, ... imperatoris scripta perferentes et munera, ... Ibid. 


XVII, xiv, 2-3, «... negotio redierunt infecto. Post quod id ipsum condicionum 
robore pari impetraturi, Lucillianus missus est comes, et Procopius, tunc no- 
tarius, ...». 

40. Petrus Patricius, « Fragmenta », Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, C. Müller 
ed. (Paris, 1928), IV, xvii, p. 190, «"Ott èn} Kwvotavtion mpéoBerg ÿAoy Iepo&v. 0 
òè The mpscBelag Hyepmy Napoÿe TÒ tpaxd tõy ypappatwov dy exepépeto 17 tay otxetwy 
Hpepotyt. todnwy svyxepacacg, ÉdWXE mpdg avayvwaty». l 

41. Zonaras, « Annales », M. Pinder ed., CSHB, xiii, 9 «<... tẸ péviot Kwvoravtio ava- 
Geuyvovre &nd tHv “Eonepiwy xal énaviévti npòç TÒ BuCavtroy, èx tHv Ilepoñv npéofets 
nepl tò Dipproy cuvynveyjxacty, Botadpévot napa Zandpou &nartobvtog &roëcH var IMépoutg 
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cision: the embassy passed through the capital on 23 February 358 on 
its way to Sirmium where Constantius resided at the time *?. 

In his extensive discussion of the Byzantino - Persian negotiations 
of 358, Pighi identifies the head of the Persian mission as, 


... diplomatico ed oratore; una parte analoga fu sostenuta nella 
prima ambasceria Romana da Spettato ed Eustatio presi insie- 
me, e nella seconda da Procopio “*. 


Moreover, he places the Armenian embassy of Nersés the Great in 357 
and does not seem to be aware of the fact that the heads of both mis- 
sions bore one and the same name “. The embassy described by Am- 
mianus Marcellinus and Petrus Patricius is undoubtedly identified by 
them as a Persian one representing the king of kings Sapur II whose 
letter it carried; nevertheless, it is extremely tempting to identify the 
heads of the two missions and to suggest behind Ammianus’ indistinct 
« quidam Narseus » the figure of St. Nersés the Great. 

The characterization of the ambassadors of 358 as Persian repre- 
sentatives need not necessarily contradict the hypothesis that the head 
of the mission was the Armenian patriarch. By the terms of the peace 
of 298 which the new embassy was challenging, the protectorate over 
the portion of south-western Armenia known as the autonomous sa- 
trapies had passed to the Romans “, but no one questioned the fact that 


Tv Meoconotapiav nat “Appeviayv, ty” obtw nabgatto “Pipatowg paxdpevow taitag yap 
70.6 Xbpas d&véxatev èx npoyóywy adtole dtapéperv et D” où reldotto, SyAcdvtog tH 
abtoxpéropt bro tH “Apert Otuaotÿ nowjaachat Tv tH¢ brodéceme Cnrmorv. Ilpès tadta 
&vrenéaterhey adth ô Kwvotdytiog davpatery et étedcdeto öte Ilépour Maxedéary édob- 
Aecay nal öte Mauedévuy “Pwpatorg dnotayévtwy xal of éxeivorg SovAebovteg dnixoot 
‘Pwpatotg éyévovto». Cf. PIGHI, La questione orientale, p. 154. 

42, « Consularia Constantinopolitana », MGH (AA), IX, p. 239. 

« 358. Datiano et Caereale. His conss. introierunt Constantinopolim legati 
Persarum die VII kal. Mar ». 

P. ASDOURIAN, Die politischen Beziehungen zwischen Armenien und Rom 
[Arm. trans.], (Venice, 1912), p. 285, gives the date for some reason as 26 
February. 

43. PIGHI, La questione orientale, p. 150. 

44. Ibid., pp. 135, 180. Pighi invariably calls the Persian envoy « Narseo », e. g. pp. 
150, 179, 181, etc...., whereas he refers to ArSak II’s ambassador as « il katho- 
likos d'Armenia, Nersés », p. 180. Although he cites FB, IV, iv-v, xv, Pighi’s 
version of Nersés’ embassy seems rather to follow the version of Movsés 
Xorenaëi, since he attributes the marriage negotiations for Olympias to this 
rather than another mission. ASTOURIAN, Die politischen Beziehungen, p. 285 
also mentions the Persian embassy headed by Nersés without identifying it 
with that of St. Nersés the Great. 

45. A. H. M. JONES, The Later Roman Empire (Norman, Qkla., 1964), I, p. 39; 
C. TOUMANOFF, Studies in Christian Caucasian History (Georgetown, 1963), 
pp. 131-132, 170-171, etc. 
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the kingdom of Great Armenia ruled by Arëak II was in a certain sense 
a Persian satellite. Sapur II still detained by war on the distant north- 
eastern frontier of his realm, as Ammianus informs us, may well have 
found it more convenient to use intermediaries in his negotiations with 
the Empire. The very ambiguity of Armenia’s status, uneasily poised as 
it was between its Roman and Persian allegiance, made of it the ideal 
middleman for peace feelers which would compromise the dignity of 
neither side. Pighi has rightly noted that any overtures of peace might 
easily be interpreted as a sign of weakness, and should, consequently 
not bear an official character *°. Any action of Tamsapor, bde&x or vice- 
roy of the Persian western march of Assyria, initiator of the negotiations 
with his counterpart the pretorian prefect of the East Musonianus, might 
compromise his royal master;a failure or rebuff of an Armenian spokes- 
man would be far less embarrassing. Finally, we know that Ammianus 
was no longer present at Sirmium at the time of the embassy’s arrival 
since he had already left for the East in the train of Ursicinus, newly 
appointed as magister militum per Orientem*’. He admits himself that 
he cites the official correspondence at second hand *°. At a distance, the 
characterization of the envoys as Persian might seem entirely adequate, 
since they unquestionably brought letters from Šapur II, and the focus 
of Ammianus’ attention in this passage is undoubtedly on the documents, 
copies of which he may have handled, rather than on the bearers, whom 
he had never seen *’. 

The vagueness of Ammianus’ identification of the chief Persian am- 
bassador as « one Narses » is in itself suggestive. The Roman historian 
is usually well informed about the Persian aristocracy. There is no ques- 
tion of his falling into Patistos’ error of confusing Šapur II with the 
earlier Persian king Narseh, pointed out by Peeters °°. He correctly iden- 
tifies Tamsapor as governor of the Persian territory adjacent to the 
Roman Empire, and elsewhere, the Surena, together with another Nar- 
seh and Pigranes, as the Persians’ « most distinguished generals » °’. The 


46. PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 173 sqq. AM, XVII, v, 2, notes that this is 
precisely the interpretation put by Sapur II on the first Roman overtures. 

47, AM, XVI, x, 21. PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 145-146. 

48. AM, XVII, v, 2, «... litteras... quarum hunc fuisse accepimus sensum ». 

49, Ibid., XVII, v. The commentary of Ammianus on the events is extremely per- 
functory at best whereas the letters are seemingly quoted in extenso. This 
would be the natural result of archival rather than personal information. Cf. 
PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 151-152, 182-199. 

50. PEETERS, L'intervention, pp. 229-232. Cf. AM, XXIII, v, 11, «... Maximiano 
antehac Caesari, cum Narseo Persarum rege iam congressuro...». 

51. AM, XVI, ix, 3, « Tamsaporem ducem partis nostrae contiguum...» Ibid., XVIII, 
v, 3 «[Tamsapor] qui tractus omnes adversos ducis potestate tunc tuebatur...» 
Ibid., XXIV, vi, 12, «... Pigrane et Surena et Narseo, potissimis ducibus. ..». 
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head of an official embassy, as against the obscure go-betweens employed 
by Tamsapor and Musonianus, could not be an absolute nonentity, but, 
offensive though this would be to the natives’ pride, a northern Armenian 
bishop might well be described as « quidam Narseus » by a pagan army 
officer from distant Antioch. 

Despite Pighi’s identification of Narses as a government official 
comparable to the notarii Spectatus and Procopius, there is no indica- 
tion of the ambassador’s position in the cited passage of Petrus Patri- 
cius, nor does Ammianus enlighten us on this subject °?. It is, however, 
of great interest that Peter stresses the discrepancy between the harsh- 
ness of the Persian letters and the conciliatory mildness of their bearer. 
Ammianus repeatedly underscores here the fact that Sapur retracted not 
one whit of his pretensions nor tempered his pride **. It is consequently 
most surprizing that a Persian official should have dared to assume the 
responsibility for altering the tone of his master’s words, especially 
when Ammianus informs us that his Roman counterparts abided rigidly 
by their instructions to make no concessions whatsoever °*. On the other 
hand, Peter’s comment seems most apt for the attitude of a Christian 
bishop attempting to mitigate the demands of a pagan king vis-a-vis 
another Christian ruler. As such it fits an Armenian patriarch far better 
than a Persian satrap. 

Finally, our information on the political manoeuvres surrounding 
the embassy of 358 suggests that it may well have come from the north 
rather than, as earlier, through Antioch 5. The subject to be discussed 
by the envoys was the status of the Mesopotamian and Armenian terri- 
tories ceded to the Romans in 298. From the Persian point of view, 
Mesopotamian interests were being watched by Tamsapor, but an in- 


52. See above nn. 38, 40. PIGHI, La questione orientale, p. 150 associates Adaces 
with Narses on the strength of AM, XXV, i, 6, but Ammianus merely says that 
Adaces had once been an envoy to Constantius without specifying the parti- 
cular mission, «... Adaces, nobilis satrapa, legatus quondam ad Constantium 
principem missus, ac benigne susceptus...». The same is true of Zosimus, 
Historia nova, L. Mendelssohn ed., repr. (Hildesheim, 1963), III, xxiv, 4. It it 
very curious that Ammianus should fail to mention the nobilis satrapa Adaces 
alongside the unknown Narseus quidam if the former was a member of the 
embassy of 358. 

53. AM, XVII, v, 2, «... latius semet extentans, ... nusquam a genuino fastu 
declinans, ...». Ibid, XVII, v, 15, «... nec enim effrenatae regis cupiditati 
responderi amplius quicquam potuit... ». 

54. Ibid. XVII, xiv, 1, « ... legati ad Persas ... poscebantque rebus integris pacem, 
et mandatorum principis memores, nusquam ab utilitate Romanae rei maies- 
tateque discedebant, amicitiae foedus sub hac lege firmari debere adservantes, 
ne super turbando Armeniae vel Mesopotamiae statu quicquam moveretur ». 

55. Cf. PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 158-159, 175. There is no evidence that 
Persian envoys were in Antioch in 358 as they had been in 356. 


12. - Mélanges d’études arméniennes 
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volvement of Persian Armenia in the diplomatic activities concerning 
it directly would seem a necessary strategic move. On the imperial side, 
Constantius’ posting of Ursicinus to Samosata as master of the army in 
the autumn of 357, at the same time as the prefect Musonianus left An- 
tioch for Egypt, suggests very strongly that even though a Persian em- 
bassy was on its way, the Emperor expected war, not peace, on the 
south-eastern border of the Empire, according to the information he had 
received from Musonianus and imparted to Ursicinus during the latter’s 
passage through Sirmium, and that the defenses of this area were con- 
sequently being reinforced °°. The departure of Musonianus, the key fi- 
gure of the earlier negotiations, at the very moment when he should 
have been preparing to receive the ambassadors, becomes explicable only 
if it were known at Sirmium that Sapur was using new diplomatic 
channels and that this mission would consequently eschew the custo- 
mary southern route ‘”’. In fact, Constantius’ replacement of civilian of- 
ficials by the military in the southern sector may imply that the Emperor 
suspected that Sapur’s turn to unusual peaceful means was but a stra- 
tagem to distract his attention from ever vulnerable Mesopotamia °°. 

The most valuable aspect of this hypothetical identification of the 
unknown Persian Narses of Ammianus’ account with the Armenian pri- 
mate is to furnish a fixed date for the mission described by the Armen- 
ian sources. But of at least equal importance is its clarification of Cons- 
tantius’ activity in the East at this juncture. Faced with the imminent 
threat of Sapur’s return from the eastern wars which had kept the 
Persians occupied for almost a decade, the Emperor swiftly acted to 
consolidate the entire frontier. In the South, which he knew from ex- 
perience would bear the brunt of the first Persian thrust, the military 
defenses were reinforced 5°. In Armenia, his activity was subtler but no 


56. AM. XVI, x, 21 «[Constantius] Ursicinum ad se venire praecepit. Et ille ... 
Sirmium venit, comitantibus sociis, liberatisque diu super pace consiliis, quam 
fundari posse cum Persis Musonianus rettulerat, in orientem cum magisterii 
remittitur potestate ». Ibid., XVIII, iv, 7. Cf. PIGHI, La questione orientale, 
pp. 145-147. 

57. PIGHI, La questione orientale, p. 180, notes that Musonianus was surprisingly 
in Egypt at the beginning of 358, and seemingly no longer interested in the 
negotiations he, himself, had inaugurated. This again suggests that new diplo- 
matic channels were being used on this occasion. 

58. On the Roman side the importance of Mesopotamia is stressed from the be- 
ginning of the negotiations by Ammianus who notes, AM, XVI, ix, 3, that Mu- 
sonianus’ chief adviser was Cassianus dux Mesopotamiae. It seems curious 
that if so much attention was lavished by both sides on Mesopotamia, none 
should have been spared for equally strategic Armenia. 

59, The Persian campaigns of 338, 346, 350 had all centered on the siege of Nisibis. 
In 359 also, the Persian attack came, as expected, from the south, and culmi- 
nated in the capture of Amida. Cf. STEIN, Le Bas-Empire, I, pp. 137-138; 
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less efficacious, and Ammianus affords us an interesting glimpse into 
his policy when he notes that the mission of Prosper and his colleagues, 


... planned by some craft or other to stay Sapor’s preparations 
so that his northern provinces [which must necessarily point 
to Armenia] might not be fortified beyond the possibility of 
attack °°, 


The return of the Armenian hostages welcomed by the native sources 
as a gracious gesture on the part of the Emperor may be nothing more, 
but it could also have the effect of focusing Arëak II’s attention on his 
own realm, since Gnel and Tirit’ were both royal Arsacid princes, and 
as such capable of providing a rallying point for any disaffected party 
within Armenia °'. At the same time, the lavish bribe of tax immunity 
and the prestigious marriage to Olympias tied ArSak’s interests to the 
imperial side. In one way or another, the danger from the northern 
provinces would indeed be neutralized. 

Pighi dismisses the extensive Romano-Persian negotiations of 356- 
358 as « much ado about nothing » °, but such a judgement seems un- 
duly harsh, and Constantius emerges here a better diplomat than he has 
been acknowledged. The loyalty of Arëak II was won and the imperial 
defenses perceptibly stengthned, even if peace with Persia could not be 
achieved °°. For Armenia, the imperial protection meant relative safety, 


PEETERS, L'intervention, pp. 225-226, 241; PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 
162-166, etc. ... 

60. AM, XVII, v, 15, «... enisuri apparatum interim Saporis arte quadam suspen- 
dere, ne supra humanum modum provinciae munirentur arctoae ». 

61. We know that this in fact did occur. Cf. MX, III, xxii, where the threatening 
aspect of Gnel is far clearer than in FB, IV, xv, or Life, vii. The romantic ela- 
borations of the love intrigue involving Gnel, Tirit, Patan¢em, and Argak seem 
to have curiously blinded most scholars to the fact that Gnel and his brother 
were Arsacid heirs, and as such, an ever present menace to ArSak II and the 
peace of his realm. The grant of consular insignia to Gnel, noted by MX, III, 
xxi, is particularly interesting and perhaps ominous in this connexion. I shall 
return to this problem subsequently. 

62. PIGHI, La questione orientale, pp. 198- 199. 

63. There is no reason for believing, as did Stein, Le Bas-Empire, I, p. 154, that 
Argak II was cooperating with Šapur on the 359 Amida campaign by pillaging 
the territory of Nisibis. Ammianus gives an eye-witness account of the Persian 
army on this campaign, AM, XVIII, vi, 20, and it is inconceivable that he should 
have overlooked the Armenian king’s participation when he notes that of the 
neighbouring king of Atbania. Cf. also Ibid., XIX, ii, 3. The account of ArSak’s 
victory near Nisibis given in FB, IV, xxi, belongs in a different context, as I 
hope to demonstrate subsequently. As for the purported retaliatory campaigns 
of Ar$ak after the deportation of Nersés by « Valens » which devastated the 
territory of Ancyra and/or Chrysopolis, FB, IV, xi, Life, viii, they are best 
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and hr abandonment by the Romans in 364 spelled disaster. Ar$ak II 
as well as Constantius might well preen himself on his diplomatic skill 
in 358. For a moment in the middle of the fourth century, peaceful ne- 
gotiations replaced force of arms. Whether or not St. Nersés’ mission is 
to be identified with that of Ammianus’ mysterious Narseus, the only 
possible climate for it is that of Musonianus’ tentatives. Hence, a date 
of 358 for the patriarch’s mission seems to impose itself, and Bay- 
nes’ transposition of this event to 341 together with his ingenious solu- 
tion for the problems of Armenian fourth century chronology must be 
regretfully abandoned. 
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characterized by Markwart, Entstehung, p. 226 as « groteske Erzählung ». The 
loyalty of Ar$ak to the Romans seems to have been lasting, since Ammianus 
in 364 could still refer sadly to the king of Armenia as to «... amico nobis 
semper et fido...» AM, XXV, vii, 12, Pighi, himself, admits that in the case of 
Armenia, «... la diplomazia di Costanzo diede un utile risultato...», La que- 
Stione orientale, p. 180. 


